Brazil has a public and universal health system that ensures full access to health services for the entire resident population, the Unified Health System (*Sistema Único de Saúde*, SUS). In addition to the public system, there is a private health care system, which includes insurance and health plans. The incorporation of new health technologies takes place separately in Brazil\'s public and private health systems.

The SUS health technology incorporation process was established in 2006 with the creation of the Commission for Incorporation of Technologies (*Comissão de Incorporação de Tecnologias*, CITEC) ([@B1], [@B2]). In 2011, CITEC was replaced by the National Commission of Incorporation of Technology (*Comissão Nacional de Incorporação de Tecnologias no SUS*, CONITEC), which is responsible for advising the Brazilian Ministry of Health on decisions related to the incorporation, exclusion, or modification of health technologies in the SUS ([@B3], [@B4]).

The current decision-making process for incorporating new technologies in the public health care system involves several different stakeholders, including the Ministry of Health, the National Health Surveillance Agency (*Agência Nacional de Vigilância Sanitária* or ANVISA), universities, and the general population and Brazilian society as a whole (represented by health councils), among others ([@B4], [@B5]).

The National Regulatory Agency for Private Health Insurance and Plans (*Agência Nacional de Saúde*, ANS) is a regulator housed in the Ministry of Health that is in charge of regulating the health insurance system and establishing the List of Procedures for the health sector---the mandatory minimum procedures (consultations, examinations, and treatments) that health plans must offer to their beneficiaries. The health insurance aspect of incorporating new health technologies is not well established, and it is unclear which stakeholders are involved in that part of the decision-making process ([@B6], [@B7]).

Decision-making on which technologies should be incorporated in the country\'s health system is extremely important, especially given the current budget restrictions in the health field, which have required more tradeoffs in terms of costs/benefits. In Brazil, total per capita spending on health is US\$ 1 388 (purchase power parity, PPP), of which only 47.5% is from the public sector. This expenditure is less than Argentina\'s (US\$ 1 550 PPP) and much lower than expenditure per capita in the United States (US\$ 8 845 PPP), Canada (US\$ 4 610 PPP), and the United Kingdom (US\$ 3 235 PPP) ([@B8]).

Various alternatives have been identified for assessing the decision-making process for the incorporation of technologies in health systems, including conjoint and discrete choice studies, described elsewhere ([@B9]--[@B13]). These types of analysis were first applied in economic studies for the transportation sector, in the early 1980s, and, in the mid-1990s, in health economics ([@B9], [@B11]).

Due to the wide range in perceptions about the risks related to health interventions, and in values and preferences, individual stakeholders are being called on to contribute to collective health decisions ([@B14]). Little is known about these individuals' value judgments (criteria for making decisions) or the process that is used in decision-making related to the incorporation of health care technologies in Brazil. Therefore, in an attempt to understand how different stakeholders in the Brazilian health system would respond with regard to resource allocation decisions, this study explored the value judgments behind cost--benefit tradeoffs that are made in deciding whether or not to incorporate new health technologies and how they should be financed and allocated in limited-resource settings.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
=====================

This exploratory cross-sectional study was conducted between June 2009 and January 2010. The convenience sample of opinion leaders in the Brazilian health system consisted of the following groups: private health service providers; public health service providers; health insurance entities; the pharmaceutical industry; the Ministry of Health; regulatory agencies and health departments; clinical analysis, diagnostics, and radiology laboratories; universities and research centers; students from GRIDES (Interdepartmental Group of Health Economics, a research group at the Universidade Federal de São Paulo, UNIFESP); nongovernmental organizations (NGOs); trade unions; civil entities; and professional associations.

The sample was selected from a list of 707 professionals, compiled using contacts from GRIDES and by searching professional social networks such as [LinkedIn.com](http://LinkedIn.com) and Platform Lattes, a Brazilian curricula database integration platform maintained by the federal bureau responsible for funding science and technology, Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico (CNPq). The following inclusion criteria were applied: participants had to have been active in their profession for at least six months and be directly or indirectly associated with activity related to the process of incorporating health technologies in Brazil. Teachers from UNIFESP were excluded from the sample.

All prospective study participants were asked to complete the survey in an email with an attached cover letter that explained the study and included a login and individual password for accessing the web platform. A maximum of two follow-up emails were sent to those did not respond after 30 and 60 days respectively. If a respondent did not answer any of the three emails, he/she was dropped from the study.

The research tool (survey) included two questionnaires: one collecting respondents' socioeconomic, demographic, and education data (e.g., university graduation date), plus information on their role in the health sector (specific area of activity, hierarchical level, sector (public versus private, or both), and macro-region of operation), and one collecting data on their preferred resource allocations for four hypothetical scenarios involving the incorporation of new health technologies in the Brazilian health system. All scenarios were developed and described to replicate the current situation in Brazil, including budget constraints and the inability to fully meet all service demands in the health sector (i.e., the need for tradeoffs). The four scenarios are described below.

Scenario 1: Incorporation of a new drug treatment for chronic disease by reducing or eliminating resources for existing programs.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This scenario consisted of a new drug that provided the same health benefit (better quality of life and increased life expectancy) for two different diseases: Disease A (chronic, with no other available treatment) and Disease B (chronic, and more prevalent than Disease A, but with other available treatments). The cost of incorporating the new drug to treat both diseases was 120 000 Brazilian reals (R\$) per patient per year: R\$ 45.6 million/year for Disease A (0.07% of the public federal, state, and local health budget for 2010), and, due to its higher prevalence, R\$ 4.56 billion/year for Disease B (7.00% of the 2010 budget). Survey respondents were advised that the annual budget (2010) was already allocated (committed), making incorporation of the new treatment impossible without eliminating/reducing resources for other, existing health programs, and asked to choose one of four resource allocation options: 1) incorporating the drug for treating both Disease A and Disease B (at a total cost of 7.07% of the health budget) and reducing/eliminating one or more health programs; 2) incorporating the drug for treating Disease A only (0.07% of the budget) and reducing/eliminating one or more health programs; 3) incorporating the drug for treating Disease B only (7.00% of the budget) and reducing/eliminating one or more health programs; or 4) no incorporation of the new drug for treating either disease and continuation of the status quo for all existing health programs.

Scenario 2: Incorporation of the same new drug treatment, but financed by a new tax.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Respondents were asked to consider the same parameters described in Scenario 1, but with a different financing mechanism for the new drug treatment---a new national tax---that would allow for status quo resource allocation to existing programs. The four resource allocation options for this scenario were: 1) incorporating the new drug for treating both Disease A and Disease B (7.07% of the budget) by implementing the new tax; 2) incorporating the new drug for treating Disease A only (0.07% of the budget) by implementing the new tax; 3) incorporating the new drug for treating Disease B only (7.00% of the budget) by implementing the new tax; or 4) no incorporation of the new drug for treating either disease and no new tax.

Scenario 3: Incorporation of a new drug treatment for a highly lethal disease, by age group (20--75 years versus 75+ years), by reducing or eliminating resources for existing programs.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Respondents were asked to consider incorporation of a new treatment for a highly lethal disease that affected all age groups and for which incidence increased with age. The new treatment was indicated for late-diagnosed cases and brought health gains equal to one year of life in perfect health. The risk of developing the disease had increased twentyfold in the last 50 years and would reach 1 in every 5 000 people in the upcoming year. Compared to existing treatment, the new drug represented a cost increase of approximately R\$ 50 000.00 per year per patient, and if all patients were treated, would have a total cost of R\$ 1.9 billion per year (2.7% of the public federal, state, and local health budget for 2010). Respondents were asked to consider two groups of patients for potential treatment with the new drug---people 20--75 years old (i.e., those with higher potential labor productivity for society and more years of remaining life expectancy, versus older age groups) and people more than 75 years old (with lower labor productivity and fewer years of remaining life expectancy). As in the first scenario, the budget was already committed, and one or more health programs would have to be reduced or discontinued in order to incorporate the new drug. The four resource allocation options for this scenario were: 1) incorporating the new drug for treatment in both age groups; 2) incorporating the new drug for treatment only in those 20--75 years old; 3) incorporating the new drug for treatment only in those older than 75 years; 4) not incorporating the new drug for treatment in either/any age group.

Scenario 4: Budget allocation for prevention programs and treatment programs for another highly lethal disease.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This scenario involved allocation of resources for prevention and treatment of a pathology with high prevalence (51 cases for 100 000 women in 2010) that, when not treated, has a high lethality (35% in five years). Costs were described for prevention and early detection/treatment (assuming the campaign would reach 75% of eligible patients) versus late treatment (treating all diagnosed cases). The prevention program has effectiveness close to 100% in early detections; early detection is made by clinical examination and imaging tests; and early treatment has a cure rate ranging from 45% to 65%. In this scenario, prevention and treatment had the same budgetary impact---about 1% of the annual budget---and there was no means of generating new resources for the pathology. Survey respondents were asked to select one of the five following allocations of the available resources (1% of the budget) for prevention programs and treatment programs: 1) 0% prevention (screening/early treatment) and 100% treatment (late diagnosis); 2) 25% prevention (screening/early treatment) and 75% treatment (late-diagnosis); 3) 50% prevention (screening/early treatment) and 50% treatment (late-diagnosis); 4) 75% prevention (screening/early treatment) and 25% treatment (late-diagnosis); and 5) 100% prevention (screening/early treatment) and 0% treatment (late-diagnosis).

The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Research Ethics Committee of UNIFESP\'s Paulista Medical School (*Escola Paulista de Medicina*, EPM), and all respondents provided their consent to participate in the research.

RESULTS
=======

A total of 193 individuals completed the survey (a response rate of 27.3%). [Table 1](#t1){ref-type="table"} lists the survey respondents' socio-demographic characteristics. More than half were male (53.9%), the most common age group was 31--40 years old (71 respondents or 36.8%), and most were from Brazil\'s Southeast region (167 or 86.5%). [Table 2](#t2){ref-type="table"} provides details about the respondents' education and specific area/type of work. Most had an MD degree (94 or 48.7%) and worked in a manager position (49 or 25.4%). The proportion of respondents from other regions of the country was very low.

###### Socio-demographic characteristics of stakeholder survey respondents (*n* = 193) in study on value judgments that affect decision-making on the incorporation of new health technologies, Brazil, 2009--1010

  Characteristic      No. (%)     
  ------------------- ----------- ------------
  Gender                          
                      Male        104 (53.9)
                      Female      89 (46.1)
  Age group (years)               
                      ≤30         22 (11.4)
                      31--40      71 (36.8)
                      41--50      61 (31.6)
                      51--60      33 (17.1)
                      61--70      5 (2.6)
                      \> 70       1 (0.5)
  Region                          
                      Southeast   167 (86.5)
                      Midwest     13 (6.7)
                      Northeast   8 (4.2)
                      South       4 (2.1)
                      North       1 (0.5)

Source:

Prepared by the authors based on the survey results.

###### Educational/professional characteristics (academic background, level, main role in health system, sector, government liaison, specific area of work) of health stakeholder survey respondents (*n* = 193) in study on value judgments that affect decision-making on the incorporation of new health technologies, Brazil, 2009--1010

  Characteristic                                           No. (%)                                                       
  -------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------- ------------
  Academic background                                                                                                    
                                                           Medicine                                                      94 (48.7)
                                                           Nursing                                                       21 (10.9)
                                                           Administration                                                20 (10.4)
                                                           Pharmacy                                                      16 (8.3)
                                                           Economy                                                       7 (3.6)
                                                           Physical therapy                                              5 (2.6)
                                                           Law                                                           4 (2.1)
                                                           Engineering                                                   4 (2.1)
                                                           Other                                                         30 (15.5)
  Hierarchical level                                                                                                     
                                                           President                                                     6 (3.1)
                                                           Director                                                      38 (19.7)
                                                           Manager                                                       49 (25.4)
                                                           Supervisor/coordinator                                        40 (20.7)
                                                           Technical                                                     38 (19.7)
                                                           Other                                                         30 (15.5)
  Main role in health system                                                                                             
                                                           Managerial                                                    90 (46.6)
                                                           Health service provision                                      74 (38.3)
                                                           Research                                                      33 (17.1)
                                                           Teaching                                                      28 (14.5)
                                                           Support services                                              23 (11.9)
                                                           Other                                                         8 (4.2)
  Health sector                                                                                                          
                                                           Private only                                                  72 (37.3)
                                                           Public only                                                   50 (25.9)
                                                           Both, but mainly public                                       36 (18.7)
                                                           Both, but mainly private                                      35 (18.1)
  Government liaison work[a](#TFN1){ref-type="table-fn"}                                                                 
                                                           None                                                          102 (52.9)
                                                           Municipal                                                     25 (12.9)
                                                           State                                                         27 (14.0)
                                                           Federal                                                       44 (22.8)
                                                           National agency                                               5 (2.6)
  Specific area of work                                                                                                  
                                                           Private health service provider                               74 (38.3)
                                                           Public health service provider                                58 (30.1)
                                                           Insurance or health plans                                     28 (14.5)
                                                           Pharmaceuticals                                               28 (14.5)
                                                           Ministry of Health, regulatory agency, or health department   31 (16.1)
                                                           Clinical analysis, diagnostics, or radiology laboratory       9 (4.7)
                                                           University or research center                                 53 (27.5)
                                                           GRIDES[b](#TFN2){ref-type="table-fn"} student                 23 (11.9)
                                                           Nonprofit organization, union, or professional association    22 (11.4)

Source:

Prepared by the authors based on the survey results.

This question allowed multiple answers.

Grupo Interdepartamental de Economia da Saúde, Universidade Federal de São Paulo.

Most respondents said their main role in the health system was managerial (with or without a manager position per se) (90 or 46.6%), followed by "health service provider" (74 or 38.3%). A large proportion said they worked in the private health sector (72 or 37.3%) and had no connection to government entities (102 or 52.9%). Slightly lower proportions of the respondents said they worked for a public health service provider (58 or 30.1%) or at universities or research centers (53 or 27.5%). The remaining respondents were distributed across several other categories, with those who worked in laboratories (clinical analysis, diagnostics, or radiology) representing the lowest proportion of the sample (9 or 4.7%).

Responses about resource allocation decisions for the four hypothetical scenarios are described in [Table 3](#t3){ref-type="table"}. In Scenario 1, 49.2% (95/193 respondents) chose not to incorporate the new drug in order to maintain the status quo for existing programs, while 50.8% (98/193) said they would, in some cases, incorporate a new drug over existing programs. For resource allocation by disease, 56 or 29.0% of respondents chose to allocate resources for Disease A, which had a lower prevalence and thus less budget impact compared to Disease B. In Scenario 2 (which had the same parameters as Scenario 1, but with a different source of financing---a new tax), a higher proportion of respondents (112 or 58.0%) did not choose either allocation. Compared to Scenario 1, more respondents who chose to incorporate the new drug said they would do it for both diseases (35 or 18.1%).

###### Health stakeholders' preferred resource allocations for four hypothetical scenarios involving the incorporation of new health technologies, based on survey results from a study on value judgments that affect stakeholder decision-making, Brazil, 2009--1010

  Health stakeholders' preferred resource allocations                                                                                                                            No.                                                                                                                              \%    
  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----- ------
  Scenario 1: Incorporation of a new drug treatment for chronic disease by reducing/eliminating existing health programs                                                                                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                                                                 a\) Incorporating the new treatment for Diseases A and B (7.07% of budget) by reducing/eliminating one or more health programs   21    10.9
                                                                                                                                                                                 b\) Incorporating the new treatment for Disease A only (0.07% of budget) by reducing/eliminating one or more health programs     56    29.0
                                                                                                                                                                                 c\) Incorporating the new treatment for Disease B only (7.00% of budget) by reducing/eliminating one or more health programs     21    10.9
                                                                                                                                                                                 d\) No incorporation of the new drug in order to maintain status quo for existing health programs                                95    49.2
  Scenario 2: Incorporation of the same new drug treatment, but financed by a new tax                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
                                                                                                                                                                                 a\) Incorporating the new treatment for Diseases A and B (7.07% of budget) by creating a new tax                                 35    18.1
                                                                                                                                                                                 b\) Incorporating the new treatment for Disease A only (0.07% of budget) by creating a new tax                                   19    9.8
                                                                                                                                                                                 c\) Incorporating the new treatment for Disease B only (7.00% of budget) by creating a new tax                                   27    14.0
                                                                                                                                                                                 d\) No incorporation of the drug for treatment of either disease, and no new tax                                                 112   58.0
  Scenario 3: Incorporation of a new drug treatment for a highly lethal disease by age group (20--75 years versus 75+ years), by reducing/eliminating existing health programs                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                                                 a\) Both age groups                                                                                                              40    20.7
                                                                                                                                                                                 b\) Only people 20--75 years old                                                                                                 66    34.2
                                                                                                                                                                                 c\) Only people 75+ years old                                                                                                    6     3.1
                                                                                                                                                                                 d\) No incorporation of the new drug for either age group                                                                        81    42.0
  Scenario 4: Budget allocation for prevention programs and treatment programs for another highly lethal disease                                                                                                                                                                                                        
                                                                                                                                                                                 a\) Prevention, 0%; treatment, 100%                                                                                              4     2.1
                                                                                                                                                                                 b\) Prevention, 25%; treatment, 75%                                                                                              21    10.9
                                                                                                                                                                                 c\) Prevention, 50%; treatment, 50%                                                                                              43    22.3
                                                                                                                                                                                 d\) Prevention, 75%; treatment, 25%                                                                                              98    50.8
                                                                                                                                                                                 e\) Prevention, 100%; treatment, 0%                                                                                              27    14.0

Source:

Prepared by the authors based on the survey results.

In Scenario 3, 81 or 42.0% of the respondents said they would not incorporate a new treatment for a highly lethal disease that required reduction/elimination of other programs, for either of two age groups (20--75 or 75+ years), while 112 or 58.0% chose to incorporate it in some way. Among these, 66 or 34.2% said they would incorporate the new treatment only for those 20--75 years old, while 40 or 20.7% said they would do it for both age groups. Incorporation of the treatment exclusively for patients 75+ years old was only chosen by 6 (3.1%) of the respondents. In Scenario 4, 98 or 50.8% of the respondents opted to allocate resources for prevention programs and treatment programs for another highly lethal disease in a ratio of 75% to 25% respectively, while 43 or 22.3% chose to allocate resources for prevention and treatment at 50% each.

DISCUSSION
==========

Understanding resource allocation decision-making for the incorporation of health technologies is important, especially given the current, limited resources in Brazil; the growth in health costs related to the introduction of new technologies in the market; the need for providing unlimited health services for an increasingly aging population; and the increasing judicial demands countries have been facing with regard to financing of new health technologies ([@B15]). By 2030, it is projected that the population will live an average of 78.6 years, almost 10 years longer than average lifetimes in 2000 ([@B16]). Currently, more and more individuals are being invited to contribute to decision-making on issues related to public health, bringing with them different values and preferences as well as different perceptions of the risks related to health interventions ([@B14]). The importance of identifying and understanding factors in decision-making on the allocation of health resources is even greater given the effect of the newest technologies, which may have a lower cost versus benefit in terms of their overall contribution to public health, although they are sometimes more expensive ([@B14], [@B17], [@B18]). As health needs are expanding while resources to meet them become more restricted, allocation across different technologies becomes more and more important in maximizing benefits for the population ([@B10], [@B19]). Given the difficulty in understanding the determinants of individuals' decision-making for these types of allocations, this study explored how health care professionals, acting as stakeholders, express their preferences and values regarding the tradeoffs---implementing or not implementing various health care interventions, in specific scenarios---that become mandatory in an environment of absolute scarce resources.

In Scenario 1, the respondents were put into a hypothetical situation in which supporting the incorporation of a new drug in the health system would harm (reduce or eliminate resources for) existing health programs. Based on the information collected using this scenario, it was determined that if the new technology required a resource allocation that entailed reducing or eliminating resource for other health programs, many health professionals (49.2%, in this case) would not support its incorporation in the health system.

Of the 98 respondents who supported the incorporation of the technology, 56 (29.0%) said they would only do so for Disease A, which required a smaller budget allocation (0.07%) compared to Disease B, which would require 7.00% of the total health budget---a considerable amount given the current needs of the Brazilian public health system, and the constricted resources. In this context, the decision to incorporate the new treatment may have been due to the fact that there was no other available treatment for Disease A (as opposed to Disease B, which did have other treatments). This concurs with research by Green & Gerard that assessed preferences in which the authors describe "availability of other treatments" as a relevant social value ([@B12]). However, the authors stressed that "improved health" and the "value of money" were the social values most strongly associated with the incorporation of new technologies into health systems ([@B12]).

Like Scenario 1, where respondents were concerned about the reduction or elimination of other health programs and a large proportion rejected the introduction of the new treatment altogether, the creation of a tax as an alternative financing method (Scenario 2) was not supported by most respondents---112 or 58%---an even higher proportion than Scenario 1. This result concurs with opinion polls that suggest Brazilians are against the creation of taxes to raise government revenue for health ([@B20]).

In the last 20 years, tax assessments on Brazilian citizens to fund specific health interventions have become more commonplace. From 1997 to 2007, through the Provisional Contribution on the Movement or Transmission of Securities and of Credits and Rights of a Financial Nature (*Contribuição Provisória sobre a Movimentação ou Transmissão de Valores e de Créditos e Direitos de Natureza Financeira*, CPMF), Brazilians paid a tax on general financial transactions of up to 0.38%, with some of the revenue earmarked for public health, as well as social security and poverty eradication projects. Constitutional Amendment 29 (approved in 2000) linked the health revenue directly to states, municipalities, and the Federal Union, giving each entity a portion of the funds earmarked for the sector. However, the CPMF was eliminated in 2007, and attempts by the federal government to reinstate the tax have not been successful ([@B21]--[@B23]).

A new treatment for a highly lethal disease that also required reducing or eliminating resources for other health programs was described in Scenario 3, in which respondents had to allocate resources across two different age groups. Even though incidence of the disease increased with age and thus mainly affected the elderly, the most preferred option among those choosing any treatment allocation (with 42.0% choosing none) was to allot all resources for the 20--75-year age group (with only 3.1% choosing to allocate all resources for the 75+-year age group, and 20.7% choosing to cover both groups). This may reflect the value judgment that investing in a younger population with higher life expectancy is more efficient than investing in a population more than 75 years old ([@B10]). These results corroborate other studies that found a preference for allocating greater amounts for younger patients, and an aversion to allocating resources to patients with a shorter life expectancy or bad health/terminal conditions ([@B3], [@B4]). As in this study, respondents in another study were more willing to give greater or lesser priority to groups of patients with particular characteristics, suggesting that their decision on resource allocation was not based on the principles of equity in health ([@B10]). This type of response, and what it implies about stakeholder decision-making for resource allocation, becomes more important as populations age and life expectancy increases.

In Scenario 4, the decision involved the allocation of resources for prevention programs and treatment programs for another highly lethal disease. Respondents tended to opt for prevention more often than treatment. Greater preference for preventive interventions can be observed in work carried out in Belgium by Luyten et al. ([@B24]). The authors showed that prevention was preferred over treatment when the action was directed to young adults and involved a serious or fatal illness. The Belgian study also found the responses varied according to the age of respondents, and by lifestyle and state of health of the target population, but did not verify the factors that most influenced resource allocation decisions favoring prevention over treatment ([@B24]).

This study aimed to investigate, in a comprehensive manner, how respondents, acting as stakeholders of the Brazilian health system, would respond to various hypothetical situations, in a scenario of scarce resources. Thus, it provides important information regarding stakeholder value judgments and the decision-making process in determining the incorporation---or not---of health care technologies in specific scenarios in an environment of constricted budgetary resources. According to Silva & Viana ([@B5]), the decision-making process for acquisition of new health technology in a selected set of service providers, and for specific health plans, is strongly influenced by both internal and external factors. Internal factors can include pressure from other staff, level or prestige of whoever is requesting the technology to be incorporated, availability of financial resources, and knowledge and familiarity with the technology; external factors may include competition between health service providers seeking greater competitiveness and market share, evidence-based information favoring the acquisition of safe and efficacious technology, and expected financial return associated with the acquisition of the health technology ([@B5]).

Scientific literature on the appraisal of value judgments in the process of assessing health technologies for incorporation into health systems is scarce. As the science develops, and methods for decreasing the uncertainty of decisions (typical of biological sciences) improve, along with life expectancy, and the quality of additional years of life lived, the assessment of individual and population value judgments affecting these decisions will become more important ([@B14]).

Limitations
-----------

As in any new study designed to shed light on specific and as yet unknown areas of knowledge, this study had some methodological limitations. One limitation is the relatively small sample, composed mostly of health care professionals, notably physicians, from the Southeast region of the country, who may not have been fully aware of the health technology assessment process and may have never actually participated in CITEC/CONITEC decision-making processes. Another potential limitation is the study period, as the research was completed a few years ago. However, it seems doubtful that the scenarios presented in the survey, and the critical questions that were addressed, are of less importance or less valid nowadays. On the contrary, as time evolves, the relative scarcity of resources in the Brazilian health care system increases, and therefore the decision-making process, and the value judgments they reflect, become more important, along with the need for the best evidence available. Moreover, there is no reason to think that the value judgments expressed in this study have changed over this short period of time. For further analysis, however, the use of a larger and more comprehensive sample that incorporates and allows for evaluation of different types of professionals as stakeholders, and how they behave in resource allocation decisions based on different types of scenarios---whether they are consumers of technology (hospitals and clinics), payers (health departments, health plans), or suppliers of technology (pharmaceutical and medical devices)---is recommended. Another possible limitation was the broad nature of the different resource allocation scenarios studied. Collecting data on scenarios that are more specific would allow for more extensive investigation of one specific variable at a time (e.g., age of stakeholder, source of financing for the new treatment, type of treatment, etc.) and its influence on the value judgment of the decision-maker. Determining the value judgments of the patients who stand to benefit from the technology by involving them in the decision-making process might also be useful.

The use of a specially designed database as the source of survey respondents may also be a limitation by generating a sample that may not be representative of stakeholders nationwide. The database was designed to collect information about professionals engaged in the process of incorporating new health technologies, and a large portion of the sample (46.6%) said they had a managerial role in the health care system. In addition, most of the sample was from the Southeast region (86.5%). These potential limitations were not taken into account until after the data collection and analysis. The reason for the skewing of the sample toward the Southeast region remains unknown.

Conclusions
===========

For three of the four scenarios described in the survey, a large proportion of respondents said they would choose not to incorporate the new health technology. Other findings included the following: 1) respondents seemed reluctant to incorporate a new health system treatment when it required reducing/eliminating other health programs or creating a new tax; 2) in the case of chronic disease, those who said they would incorporate a new treatment, even when it required reducing/eliminating other health programs, said they were most likely to do so when there was no other available treatment; 3) when a resource allocation option involved tradeoffs between different beneficiaries by age group, respondents tended to favor allocating the resources to younger people (of "productive" or working age) versus the elderly, even when the disease incidence increased with age; and 4) respondents tended to prefer allocating resources for prevention (screening and early detection/treatment) versus treatment for emerging cases with late diagnosis. These results may be useful for increasing recognition of the role of decision-makers' value judgments on the process of incorporating new health technologies.

Decisions about how, when, and whether to purchase and use new health technology should be based on high-quality evidence on the impact of the new treatment on health care and health outcomes. Given the range in perceptions about the benefits and risks of health interventions, and in value sets and preferences, better understanding of the value judgments of decision-makers has a tremendous potential to transform the delivery of health care services and improve health outcomes. Within the context of increasing judicial demands related to the financing of health technologies, and the rapid development of new technologies, it is important to determine the value judgments that are made by stakeholders in deciding on which products and services to offer in a health system. This was the first study conducted in Brazil that captured stakeholders' value judgments with regard to different scenarios for health technology incorporation, in settings with scarce resources. Future work should investigate which stakeholder decisions about incorporating new health technologies into the health system are considered most appropriate by the general population---society as a whole---based on societal values and consensus.

**Suggested citation** Santoro Neto L, Lessa F, Nardi EP, Ferraz MB. Stakeholder value judgments in decision-making on the incorporation, financing, and allocation of new health technologies in limited-resource settings: a potential Brazilian approach. Rev Panam Salud Publica. 2018;42:e102. <https://doi.org/10.26633/RPSP.2018.102>

**Disclaimer.** Authors hold sole responsibility for the views expressed in the manuscript, which may not necessarily reflect the opinion or policy of the *RPSP/PAJPH* or the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO).

The authors thank all those who agreed to participate in this study, and gratefully acknowledge the substantial improvement of the text made by the peer reviewers, and the critical role of the journal technical editors.

[^1]: **Conflicts of interest.** None.
